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Steclman for U.S. Senate, Inc

Dear Mr. Jordan:

Frericks

Commission either dismiss MUR 6616 in its -entirety or; a]'t‘erhafu)ely, iake an. affitiative

determination that there is “no reason to believe™ any violations have occurred ifi corinection
with the present matter:

Please accept the following Response filed on behalf of the Missouri Leadership
Committee (“MLC”) with respect to MUR 6616 — the Complaint submitted to the Federal
Election Commission (“FEC” or the “Commission®) on July 23, 2012 by Ms. Elizabeth: S.

. For the reasons set forth in the Reésponse, MLC does hereby request that the

Thank you in advance for your time and -t;‘onsi_detaﬁan of this request: Should the FEC
have any questions regarding. the Response or. requir¢ addiiional idformation -concérning. the

Sincerely,

étefan C. Passantino
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Before the
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

In the matter of: _
MUR No, 6616

Missouri Leadership Committee; Friends of :

Tilley, LLC; and Steelman for U.S. Senate, Inc.

The following response (“Response”) is submitted on behalf 6f the Missouri 'Leadeféhip
Committee (“MLC”) with respect to the complaint (MUR No. 6616; the *Complaint™) filed with
the Federal Election -Commission. (“FEC” or the “Commission™) on July 23, 2012 by Ms.
Elizabeth S. Frericks. As. discussed in greater detail within this Response, the Comiplaint
authored by Ms. Frericks against MLC has no basis in either law or fact. Rather, it amounts to
nothing more than a ce;llection of baseless accu,s_at'i_or}s ‘against MLC. Iand the other named parties
in this matter that is designed to harm their political reputations and hamper their public policy
goals. Based wholly on circumstantial and i'nconclusivé- data gathered from 'st:at'et. campaign
finance disclosure reports, haphazard internet research, a;i'd. unsubstantiated political blogs, the
Complaint audaciously asserts that MLC has engaged in behayior that warrants immediate
investigation by the Commission and evidences a “general disregard” for the Federal Election
Campaign Act-of 1971 (the “Act”). Nothing ¢ould be further from the truth.

Upon review of the information contained in this 'Resﬁonse_-, ‘it should be readily apparent
to the Commission that the factual inferences made by Ms. Frericks against MLC are erroneous,
that no 'fed'eral. campdign finance violations have dccurréd, and that ne further inquiry or

investigation is required by the FEC. Furthermore, upon consideration of the so-calied evidence
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presented by the Complainant in this matter, it stould be readily apparent to the Connnfissior tHat
there is no feasona’ble ‘basis upon which to sustain the Complaint against MLC or any of the
other named parties. In turn, MLC does hereby request that the Commission :1‘:efri'a£‘x-1. from any
further investigation of the claims articulated by the Complainant and sumiiarily dismiss the
-i;lstant:Compléint. Moreover, because the allc;gations contained in the qungpléint are so patently

meritless on their face, MLC also respectfully requests that the FEC issue an Order-obligating

Ms. Frericks to reimburse Respondént those attoineys® fees it has incurred in conjunction with

the preparation of the present Response.
L Intraduction

The contents of the present Complaint against MLC allege that it violated the Act and its
associated federal regulations in two distinct ways: (1) by failing to register and report as a
federal political commiitee pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 100.5(a) & 104.5(c)(1)(ii); and (2) by
coordinating a donation to a federal independent-expenditure only committee (Super PAC) with
Steelman for U.S. Senate, Inc.' that helped it gain l'improp‘_e_r direction or control over non-federal
funds in violation of 11 C.F.R. § 300.61. (Complaint, p. 2-3). In support. of these claims,
Complainant sets forth a number of “facts” regarding the activities of MLC, Friends of Tilley,
LLC (“FOT”)?, and Steelman. fof Senate between 2010 and 2012 that shie claims provide support.
for the acousations made. None of these facts, however, establish a reasonable basis upon whiech

to believe a federal campaign finance violation has occurred. In fact; as is dembn‘s,t’t&te“d fully

' Steelman for U.S. Senate, Inc. (“Steelman for Senaté™) is the principal federal campaign committee of former. U.S.
Senate candidate and.current Missouri. Secretary of State. Saralt Steelman. ‘Steelvran for Senate is registered with the
Commission under FEC D C00491530.

2 Friends of Tilley, LLC (“FOT") is a non-féderal candidate committee based in Perryville, Missouri that has had as

its principal purpose the support and election of Mr. Steven Tilley to'state office in Missouri. FOT is registered with
the Missouri Ethics Commission (“MEC”) under MEC 1D No. C03:11760.
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below, each of the facts provided by Complainant is completely innocuous, and each of the
claims advanced by Complainarit against MLC is fundamentally false,

At no time since the establishment of MLC has it made contributions or expenditures te.
influence the. élection of candidates for federal office such that it would be required to register
with the FEC as a .federal political committee pursuant to 11 C.F.R. §§ 100.5(a) &
104.5(c)(1)(ii). Likewise, at no time sincle' the establishment of MLC has it .or any of its agents
directly or indirectly coordindted with FOT, Steelman for Senate, or any other political
candidates or committees in order to make contiibutions or expenditures designed to influence
the election of candidates for federal office. Similarly, th,rough‘du_t_its existence, MLA has taken
all relevant and necessary precautions fo ensure that it remains in full compliance with applicable
campaign finance laws and disclosure requirements. As such, any assertions that MLC has
somehow violated the Act by failing to register as a federal political commiittee or by improperly
aiding Steelman for U.S. Senate are altogether inaccurate. -Consequently, there is no foundation
upon which to initiate an investigation of MLC or its activities, nor is there any reason to
conclude that the Act, its implementing regiuilations, or any other laws have been violated.

Il Argument
A.

Mlssoun Leadershlp Commlttee Did .NOT Vlblate “Fedei*al __Cam_'a: -
Fin egis Re a Federa

Commlttee Under the Act

The first allegation lodged against MLC in the present Complaint contends that it
“engaged in activity that requires registration as a political committee pursuant to 11 CFR. §
100.5(a).” (Complaint, p. 2). . Specifically, Complainant asserts that MLC “spent $25,000 to

influence a federal donation when it contributed to Now or Never PAC."® (Id.). In support of

3 Now or Never PAC (“NONPAC™) is a federally-registered, independent-gxpenditurc only committee.(Super PAC)
that is permitted to accept unlimited contributions from a.variety of sources and to make unlimited independent
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this contention, Complainant highlights the fact that MLC made a $25,000 contfibution to
NONPAC on May 31, 2012, which was disclosed on NONPAC’s July 2012 FEC quarterly report.
and MLC’s July 16, 2012 Missouri Ethics Commission (“MEC”) report. (Se¢ ‘Complaint, p. 1-2;
Complaint, Exhibit D; and Complaint, Exhibit E). Due to this donation, Complainant asserts,
MLC “spent more than $1,000 to influence a federal election”, has as its “major purpose” t'ﬁe
influence of federal campaigns, and in turn, “clearly meets th¢ FEC’s established test for
registration as a federal commiittee.” (Complaint; p. 2). Based wpon these -;.ssumptions, it is.
Complainant’s wontention that MLC. should have registered and reported as a federsl political
committee pursuant to the Act, and by failing to do so, violated. the requirements of both 11
C.F.R. §§ 100.5(a) & 104.5(c)(1)(ii). Such an assertion is wholly erroncous. In fact, this claim
by ‘Complainant is not only patently false, but it als6 evidences Ms. Fréricks® fiindamental
misunderstanding. of the legal framework governing the registration of federal political
committees and the facts at issue in this matter.

From a legal perspective, the Act dcﬂﬂés a “political committee” of PAC. to bé any
“committee, club, associafion, or other group of persons® that makes more than $1,000 in
political expenditures or teceives miore than $1,000 :in ontributions duting.a calendar year. 2
US.C. § 431(4)(a). For the purposes of this definition, the terms “expenditures” and
“contributions” are characterizad to ancompass any spending or fundraising “for the pufpose of
influencing any election for Federal office.” Id. §§ 431(8)(A)(@), 431(9)A)(i). Given that the
statutory definition speaks only in terms of amounts of annual contributions and expenditures,

the Supreme Court, through: its decision in Buckley v. Valeo; limited the .applicability of tﬁe‘

:Commission under FEC ID No. C00513432. As permitted by state law, NONPAC may:also-@ccept contribuitions
.and raake indépendent expenditures in support 6f-or-oppositior to candidatés. for non-federal office..
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political committee term only to those organizations controlled by a candidate or whose “major

purpose” is the nomiination or ¢lection of federal candidates.* Accordingly, in light of the
'Supreme Court’s standard, an organization making more than $1,000 in political expendittti‘éii'or
accepting more than $1 ,ODb in contributions need only register as a federal political committee if
it is not controlled by a candidate and has as its “major purpose” the nomination or election of a
federal candidate or candidates.

Follnwing the Supreme Cqu_;'t’ s decision in Buckley, the Commission adopted a policy for
impleémenting the\ “iajor purpose™ test that required case-by-case amalysis of the nature and
activities of a particular organizatian when determining whether it qualifies as a federal political
committee.’ Under this fact-specific inquiry, the FEC traditionally examines a number of
different factors, including, but not limited to, an organization’s political activities, political
spending habits, public statements, fundraising appeals, government filings, organizational
documents, and numerous other items. After reviewing an organization in light of these factors,
the Commission can then make a determination “whether the election or defeat of federal
candidates for office is the major purpose of an organization, and not simply a major
purpose.. .8 If influéncing federal elections is the major purpose of n organization and.it meets
the aforementioned expenditure or contribution thresholds, then it is requii"e,d to register with and
report to the Commiasion as a federal politienl committee. MLC is NOT guch an orgamization.

In fact, when applying the aforementioned statutory and n=gulatory structure to the nature

“and. conduct of MLC, it is abundantly clear that it does NOT meet the. definition of a federal

* Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 79 (1976).

3 See Political Committee Status, 72 Fed. Reg. 5595, 5596-97 (Feb. 7, 2007).

§ The Real Truth About Abortion, Inc. v. FEC, No. 11-1760.(4th Cir. June 12,:2012), p-22; se¢.also Shays v. FEC;
511F. Supp. 2d 19 (D.D.C.. 2007).
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political committee, and as such, has no legal obligation to register or r-eport'.as: such under the
Act. As previously mentioned, MLC is a non-federal political action co;nmittec, based in
Farmington, Missouri that has as its principal purpose the support and election. of state. and local
candidates across the State of Missouri. (See Declaration of Tom R. Burcham, IIT, §4, attached
hereto as EXHIBIT #1). In furtherance of its goals, MLC accepts contributions from permissible
individuals and .entitiés, and makes both monetary and in-kind expenditures designed to promote
the candidacies of targeted. individuals seeking pﬁblic office, (Id.). In as much as it printipally
secks to inflnence the electivn of lndfviduals. to public office it Missouri, it is registered as a
state political actieﬂ committee in accordance with Missouri’s Campaign Finance Disclosure
Law and its associated regulations. In turn, MLC is required to document its receipts and
disbirsements, and file periodic financial disclosures. with the MEC. (Id. at §2.). Since its
establishment, MLC 'has endeavored to ensure that it remains in full compliance ‘with these
obligations and all other applicable campaign finance laws.” (Id. at §2-4.).

Given that the influence of state and local elections is-the principal purpose of MLC, it
neither accepts contributions for the benefit of fedéral candidates, nor makes direct contributions
to o direct expenditures on behalf of federal candidates. (EXHIBIT #1, §5). Inraddition, MLC’s
organizational doeuments, electoral activities, non-electoral activities, campaign finance filings,

fundraising actions, and day-to-day expenditures ali indicnte that its major purpose is the: support

7 MLC's desire to mamtam full compliance with applicable campaign finance laws applies not only to-the
committee's obligations under Missouri law, but also o its obligations (to the extent they exist) under federal law
and the law of, other states. (EXHIBIT #1,Y2). To'this:end, MLC’s Treasurer— Mr: Tom Burcham — has
periedically sought fegal assistance from outside counsel when confronted with questions concerning contemplated
committee activities. (1d.). In fact, prior to making the one-time.$25,000 contribution to NONPAC refeérenced by
the Complainant, Mr. Burcham sought legal advice from outside-courisél regarding the périmissibility of making:
financidl donations to Super. PACs that can.engage in direct.indépendent expendltures associated with. both fedefal
and non-federal elections. (Ed. at §12). Folowing the receipt of this legal guidance, MLC chose to make- the
NONPAC donation, at all tinres seeking to observe and respect:the advice of coumsel,:and at all times-diligently
working to ensure full complianee with both Missdari and fedurai law. .(Id. at §12).
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or opposition of non-federal candidates in the State of Missouri. (Id.). In light of these facts; all

and has no FEC registration or reportirig obligations.
The Complainant, however, mistakenly believes that ML.C qualifies as a federal political
committee under the Act because it made one single monetary centribution to a federally-

registered Super PAC. Such a bright-line, single-factor analysis by Ms. Fiericks is erroneous

and has been rejected in a variety of settings by the federal courts.® In order to be elassified asa.

federnl political commitfee, MLC must jointly meet the monetary threshold requirement set forth
in statute and have as its “major purpose” (as determined through the Commission’s case-by;
case regulatory analysis) the election or defeat of federal candidates. Despite assertions to the
contrary by the Comiplainant, the $25,000 contribution made: by’ MLC to NONPAC does not
provide evidence that either definitional requirement has been satisfied.

As to the monetary threshold set forth in statute, in order to qualify as-a federal political
committee under the Act, an entity must receive more than $1,000 in contributions or make more
than $1,000 in political expenditures duting a calendar year for the putpose of influencing any
election for Federal office. As set foith cleafi'y above, MLC. does not receive any contributions
for the purpose of making direct contributians to or direct expeodituras on behalf of or for the
benefit of federal candidates. In fact, all contributions made to MLC are madé for: the priticipal
purpose of supporting and electing non-federal candidates across the State of Missouri. Thus, it

cannot be said (and Complainant offers no -evidence to support the claim) that MLC triggers the

8 See, e.8., The Real Truth About Abortion, No. 11-1760 (4th Cir. June 12, 2012), p: 22:26; FEC'v. Malenick, 310°F,
Supp. 2d 230, 234037 (D.D.C. 2004), rev'd in part, No. Civ. A. 02-1237 (JR) 2005 WL 588222 (D.D.C. Mar. 7,
2005); FEC v. GOPAC, Inc., 917 F. Supp. 851, 859, 864-66 (D.D.C. 1996); Shays, 511 F. Supp. 2d at 29-31.
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contribution portion of the monetary threshold provision. The Complainant, however, does

suggest that MLC’s. $25,000 contribution t6 NONPAC triggers the expenditure aspect of the

" monetary threshold provision,

Froinr the Complainant’s perspective, a direct cofitribution to a federal 'éuﬁer PAC. that
can ‘be utilized to fund independent expenditure communications supporting or opposing a
federal candidate shc;uld qualify as an expenditure madé‘ for the purpose of influencing a federal
election. The logical extrapolation of such an interpretation, however, wauld be to classify each
an.d every labor umion, corporation, trade association, non-puofit entity, or other organization
makiiig a contribution to a Super PAC as a federal political committee. This cannot be correct,
The Commission ‘and the federal courts have néver dttempted to apply the federal political
committee classification in such a broad manner, and should not in this instance, To do so would
put the FEC in the irrational position of classifying as polifical commiittees those organizations
that indirectly fund federal independent expenditures through Super PACs, but not those that
directly fund such expenditures on their own. In addition, fo do so. would place the FEC under
the obligation to regulate and monitor any entity that chooses to. paiticipate ifi the political
process through direct contributions to a federal Super PAC. This is not the regime that is
currently in place and is not, from a policy pex"sp'ect'ive_, the repime thal the Connmission should
seek ta implement. As such, there is na ratianal basis upon which to justify Complainants
assertion that MLC’s $25,000 one-off contribution to NONPAC triggers the expenditure aspect
of the rmonetary threshold provision, or compels MLC to register-and report as a federal political
committee.

In much the same way, evidence of MLC’s one-time monetary contribution to NONPAC

in no way satisfies the second and controlling aspect of the definitional requiremient for
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classification as a federal political committee — the “major purpose™ test. As discussed at length
above, in order to qualify as a federal political committee, an entity must have as its major

organizational purpose the support or opposition of federal candidates. | Under this rubric, an

.organization such as MLC that erigages in political activities and direct political communications

targeted only at non-féderal candidates, and which raises funds and makes direct candidate

contributions only in conjunction with non-federal races, cannot possibly meet the “major

purpose” test. This is particularly the case when the only piece of evidence presented by the

Complainant in favor of a positive “major 'purpqse” determination is cifatinn {o: MLC’s nne-time
Super PAC donation.

Looking at MLC’s six-year, campaign finance disclosure history?, it is readily apparent
that ity contribution to NONPAC is the only committce expenditure or contribution that is
not solely related to the support of state or local ¢andidates in Missouri. As such, it is
wholly irrational for the Complainant to assert that MLC’s Super PAC donation provides support

for the conclusion that its “major purpose” is the suppoit of federal ¢andidates. Frormi a sitiple

accessed September 13 20 l2

1% See MLC’s July 2012 Quarterly Report to the MEC and September 6, 2012 “30-Day Afier Primary Election”
Report, attached hereto as EXHIBIT#2 and EXHIBIT #3,

9.
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the $25,000 contribution represents an even smaller percentage of its quantifiable political
spending, :and clearly provides. no support: for the claim that MLC’s “major punﬁose_"" is- the
support of federal candidates.

As highlighted-above, however, a proper “major purpose” scfete*nn%_nafion must go beyond
the simple assessment of spending and must consid‘ér all other pertinent details re‘g‘ér.din‘g the
activities, structure and purpose of a political committee. Given MLC'’s stated purpese (as a

non-federal political committee), historical activities (focused on Missourt elections), and the

. fact that it has never-thade a direet contribution of any kind to-a candidate for federal office,

there would appear to be little secondary justifieation for accepting Complainant’s assertion that
MLC’s major purpose is the nomination or election of federal candidates. In fact, Complainant
offers no other evidence beyond the NONPAC contribution to siiggest that MLC has the support

of federal candidates as its major purpose. In light of this reality, the public record regarding

MLC’s overall activities, and the body of evidence presented in this Response, it_is. wholly

federal candidates.

Pursuant to. this determination and the other facts laid out above, MLC does not presently
regulations. As such, MLC is not cuitently and néver has been réquired to tégister witli and
report to the FEC'_‘_pu'rSUant' to 11 CF.R. §§ 100.5(a) & 104.5¢c)(1)(). Thus, there is no
evidentiary or legal foundation to support Complainant’s first claim against MLC, and as such,

the Commission should consider it wholly mieritless and cause it to be summarily dismissed..
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B. MISSOIII'! - 'l_;eader_shi Commlttee_h____ Dld____ NOT _Coordinate _With_.or

The second allegation lodged against MLC in the present Complaint coritends that it

- somchow participated in or assisted in the orchestration of an elaborate coordination schémnie that

permitted the Steelman for Senate canipaign to exercise improper control over non-federal funds
in violation of 11 C.F.R. § 300.61. The specifics of this particular claim are.relatively difficult to
discern from the language of the Complaint, but it appears that Complainant believes a “financial

relationship” existed between MLC and FOT that allowed Misseuri House Speakér Steven Tilley

and FOT to exercise “direction or control” over MLC and ta coordinate its $25,00Q contribution _

to NONPAC for the benefit of Steelman for Senate. (Complaint, p. 2). In suppeit of this

contention, Comiplainant asserts that the “filings of Friends of Tilley and Missouri Lea'd'ers’hip

with the Missouri Ethics Commission clearly show Steven Tﬁ_l__ey's di'r,écﬁ"bn or. control of

Missouri Leadership’s funds through a coordinated ¢xchange of hundreds of thousands of dollars
between. these two groups.” (1d. at p. 3). Furthermore, Ms. Frericks claims that the “orchestrated
coordination of contributions and ‘returned” contributions between the Missouri comimittees,

along with this arrangement beirig widely reported as fact in Missouri, clearly shows Steve

Tilley’s ability to control or direct the funds of both greups.” (Id:). Based upon these

assumptions, it is Camplainant’s conténtion thnt MLC violated 11 C.F.R. § 300:61 by hglping
the Steelinan far Senate campaign exercise control over non-federal funds 'througﬁ €ither direct
coord'inati.on with the campaign or indirect coordination via an intermediary such as FOT or
Speaker Tilley.

Such an assertion by Complainant is wholly erroneous. In fact, this claim of wrongdoing

is both patently false. and unsupported by any legal or evidentiary foundation. The contents of

-11-

! iy Manner That_'



13844233427

this Response will not only confirm this fact, but alse reveal that MLC has never directly
coordinatéd with Steelman for Senate so as to allow the campaign to gain iniproper control over
non-federal funds.!' Likewise, the information provided herein will also substantiate the fact
that MLC has never indirectly coordinated with Steelman for Senate via :_e’i"t'h;r FOT or ‘Speaker
Tilley so as to permit the campaign to gain improper control over non-'f:edera] funds.'? Prior to
confirming these pdinté, however, it is important to set forth the legal parameters associated with
the present allegation.

From a legal perspective, it is clear that the: Act and its. associated regulations prohibit

federal candidates, federal officeholders, agents acting on behalf of federal candidates or

officeholders, and entities that are directly or indirectly e‘st'@l’iﬁhed, filance, maintained,
controlled by, or acting on behalf of federal candidates or officeholders from exercising control
over funds that are not subject to the limitations, ﬁrohibitions and reporting requirements of the
Act (“non-federal funds”). See 11 CFR. §§ 300.60 & 300.61; 2 US.C. §§ 441i(e)(1) &
441i(e)(1)(A). Specifically, none of the individuals or entities described above “shall solicit,
recci\f_e, direct, transfer, spend, or disbiirse. funds in cconnection with an ¢lection for Federal
office, including funds for any Federal election activity .., unless the amounts ‘consist of Federal
funds that are ‘su_bject-. to the limitations, prohibitions, and reportmg requitements. of the Act.” 11
C.FR. § 300.61; 2'U.S.C. § 441i(e)(1)(A). To put it simply, no federal candidate may. receive or

utilize non-federal funds in connection with his or her campg'i'gn._; and no individual or entity

"' See EXHIBIT-#1 for additional confirmation of the fact that MLC engaged in no coordination with Steelman for
Senate or any agent or intermediary of Steelman for Senate with regard to the making of its contribution 1o
NONPAC or the making of any independent expenditures by. NONPAC.

21g,
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acting on behalf of a federal candida_t.e may direct or disburse non-federal funds in connection
with an election for federal office.

The application of these provisions is fairly straightforward. in the. 'cc;nt,_ex't of federal
candidates and their principal campaign coﬁmiuees — federal candidates and campaign
committees cannot receive, spend or disbutse non-federal funds in conneéti'(;n with federal
elections. Outside of the candidate and candidate committee wntgxf, ihaﬁer, the application of
11 C.F.R. § 300.61 and 2 U.S.C. § #441i(e)(1(A) is somewhat miore complicated. Although it is
readily apparent that these provisions prohibit outside individnals and entities fram' directly
soliciting non-federal funds on behalf of, or transféerring non-fedeml funds to, fede;'al' candidates
and .campaign committees, the application of the above provisions to third ;parti€s that take
indirect actions associated with federal elections requires c—losg analysis, When determining
whether a third-party is in compliance with 11 C.F.R. § 300.61 ‘and 2 U.S.C. § 441i(e)(1)(A) in
an indirection action setting, one must principally assess. whether the individual or ¢ntity at issue

is acting .as a direct agent of or on behalf of a federal candidate or campaign committee, If an

violation of the stated regulatiens.

In order to be a cirect “agent” of a ¢dndidate o candidaté commiittee, an individual or
entity must have actual authorization, either express or implied, from a specific principal to
engage in specific activities, and then engage in those activities on. behalf of that principal. See
11 C.F.R. § 109.3(a) & (b). As such, a third-party individual or entity indirectly utilizing non-
federal funds for a federal election must be acting under the actual authorization of a federal

candidate or-campaign committee in order to run afoul of 11 C.F.R. §§ 300.60 & 300.61 as an
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agent. Qualifying as an individual or entfty acting on behalf of a federal candidate or campaign.
committee requires no such actual authorization, however. In fact, from a practical perspective,
reaching a determination on whether an individual or entity is: acting-on beﬁa_-lf of a federal
candidate or campaign comrittée when soliciting, directing, contiolling or transfemng noii-
federal funds essentially boils down to assessing whether the action taken ‘was “coordinated”
with a federal candidate or campaign committee. .

In genieral, an aetion is cooerdinated in the Campéfign. finance context if it is tade in
cooperation, -consultation -or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate, a
candidate’s authorized committee, or their agents. See 11 C.F.R. § 109.21. Determining
whether an action fits this definition is a fact-specific inquiry focusing on the nature of the
conduet undertaken by the third-party and the degree to which such conduct was directed by a
federal candidate or campaign committee. When examiriing the conduct and its relationship to a
federal candidate or campaign committee; it is appropriate to consider the following, factors: (1)

whether the conduct was planned or implemented. af the: request or suggestion; of a federal

candidate, candidate comimittee, or their agents; (2) whether a fedéral candidate, candidate

committee, -or agent of -either was materially involved in decisions related to the planning or

implenientation of the third-party conduct; (3) whether the conduct was planned or implémented
after one or mare subutantial discussions about the conduct hetwaen the third-party or its
c,mp'loyee"s or agents and '3 federal candidate, candidate’s committee, or their agents; (4) whether
the conduct was plarined or implemented thh the assistance of or threugh an additional third
party that is currently coordinating with. a. federal candidate; candidate commiittee, or their
agents; and (5) whether the conduct is planned or implemented with material assistance from an

employee of the third-party who was previously employed by the federal candidate or candidate

-14-
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committee benefitting from the ¢onduct.”® If particular conduct by a third-party affirmatively
meets any of the above standards, then the action can be categorized as coordinated, In instances
where that is not the case, there is no coordination, and in turn, no contravention of federal Taw.

Although it is pot explicitly stated in the Coniplaint, it appears to be Complainant’s
c;mtentib.n that MLC violated 11 C.F.R. § 300.61 by directing of transferring funds torNO.NPA(::.
a fedérally-registered Super PAC, at the behest of Steelmian for Senate of-its representatives. To:
this end, Complainant appears to theorize that MLC worked in ¢onjunctiof with FOT, Speaker
Tilley and the Steelman for Senate campaign to orchestrate a schame whereby FOT provided
MLC with funding and directed it to make contribuitions to NONPAC for the e):c;pr'ess purpose of
producing ‘independent expenditure advertisements supporting Secretary of State Steelman’s
federal candidacy. The Complaint, however, offers zero credible evidenge: in support of either
this generai theory or any of the specific coordination allegations lodged against MLC. In fact,
what has been presented to the Commission as “evidence” of improper coordination amounts to
little more than a collection of unfounded conclusioiis derived from a sét 6f innocuous facts:

For example, in the opening portion of the Complaint, several pieces of data are
highlighted as the key facts “giving rise to” the allegations agdinst the named partles.
(Complaint, p. 1). These partlcular informational items include: (1) the fact that Secretary of
State Steelman chosa Speaker Tilley to serve as the Campaign Chair of her U.S. Senate
campaign; (2) the fact that MLC and.FOT made & series of campaiga contributions to one
another in 2010 and 2012; (3) the fact that ML.C made a $25,000 contribution to NONPAC on
May 31, 2012; and (4) the fact that media reports indicated that NONPAC planned on making

independent expenditures leading up to the Missouri Republican primary on August 7, 2012.

13 Seell C.F.R. § 109.21(d).

-15-
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(1d. atp. 1-2). On their own, each of these particular facts is accurate." None of them, however
suppotts the wild conjecture included in the Complaint. Despit¢ the.arguments put forth by the
Complainant, Speaker Tilley’s role as Chair of the Steelman for Senate campaign does not
provide evidence that ¢ither he or FOT was orchestrating an e’labo;ate scheme to fund

coordinated Super PAC advertisements with non-federal funds. Likewise, a history of legal

. campaign contributions by and between MLC and FOT doees not substantiate claims that there

was an improper “financial relatlonship” between the 'two entities or that Speaker Tilley and/or
FOT somehow controlled the aetivities of MLC. Similarly, campaign finance reports disclosing
MLC’s $25,000 contribution to NONPAC in no way corrobarate baseless. cldirus that the
contribution was somehow directed or controlled by FOT and/or Speaker Tilley and coordinated
with Steelman for Senate. To put it simply, there is a fundamental discennect between the
overarching theory presented in the Complaint and the facts purperted to back up that theory.
The reason for this discoﬁn'ect is simple — there s absolutely no truth to the claim that
MLC violated the Act or its associated regulations by helping the Steelman for Senate campaign:
gain improper control over non-federal campaign funds through any form of coordination ‘with
FOT, NONPAGC, or Steelman for Senate. In order for MLC to run afoul of 11 C.F.K. § 300.61, it
would have had to directly solicit or transfer non-federal funds to a federal c_andidate or.
campaigii committee, or in the alternative, indirectly solicit, direct, transfer, spend, or disﬁurse
non-federal funds in connection with 2 federal election as an, agent of, or on behalf of, a federal

candidate or-campaigh committee. MLC’s conduct with regard to the presént matter meets none

" Each of these facts is correct on its face, but the characterization and-use of thesepieces of data in the present
Complaint is wholly inaccurate. As such, the attached Declaration of Mr. Tom R. Burcham, II1, Treasurer of MLC,
has been provided as an exhibit for the Commisgion’s reférence. The information contained, within tliis declaration
shouild provide:additional detail to thie FEC as it considers the instant mattér, and likewise-clarify that Complainant’s
factual extrapolations are wholly inaccurate.

-16-
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of these standards; and as such, there is no basis to, entertain the. yalidity of Compldinantis

present allegation. As is articulated further below, there has neither been direct action by MLC
that would provide the Steelman for Senate campaign with improper control over non-federal
fuinds, nor any other effort by MLC to coordinate with FOT, NONPAC, or Steelmaii for Senateé
in order to provide the Steelman campaign with.inditect control over non-federal funds.

In suppott of these points, it is first and foremost readily apparent that MLC has never
directly solicited non-federal funds: for or transferréd non-fedetal fiinds lo a federal ¢andidate or
campaign commitiee. MLC is solcly a nén-federal political action committee that meither
accepts contributions for the benefit of federal candidates, nor makes direct cantribiitions o or
direct expenditures on behalf of federal candidates. (EXHIBIT #1, 45). In tumn, :ML'C.-'has never
directly raised. funds for or made direct monetary contributions to Steelman for Senate. This fact
is corroborated not-only by MLC’s state campaign finance disclosures with tlie MEC, but also by
the Complaint’s total lack of evidence to the conitrary. As such, there is absolutely no basis upon
whitch to assert that MLC has violated 11 C.F,R. § 300:61 by raising nen-federal funds for or
donating non-federal ﬁm_ds- to.any federal carididaté. or canmipaign cormittee.

The emp-tiness of Complainant’s assertions regarding MLC are also confirmed by the fact
that MLC has "né‘ver indirectly solicited, directed, transferred, spent or disbursed non-federal
funds ifr corinieotion with a fedéral eleétich while acting as mm agent of a federal candidste on

campaign committee. Despite the allegaiions set forth in the Complaint, MLC has never

engaged in any of the aforementioned activities involving non-federal funds whilé acting under

the express or implied authorization of a federal candidate or campaign committee. It is an

undisputed. fact that MLC made a:monetary contribution of $25,000 to NONPAC, a Super PAC

registered with the FEC and capable of making indépendent expenditire. comiuhications in

-17-
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connection with federal elections. (EXHIBIT #1,q11). Inno way, however, did MLC make: this
contributiofi as an agent of Secretary of State Ste¢lman, Ste¢lman for Senate, or any other federal
candidate or campaign committee. (Id.). Likewise, in no way did MLC make this contribution
at the behest of FOT and/or Speaker Tilley for the benet;xt of Secretary of State Steelman,
Steelman for Senate, or any other federal candidate-or campaign committee. (Id. at §11-13).. Nor

did MLC (independently or at the direction of any other party) earmark or channel its $25,000

- coritribution to NONPAC for a specific purpose er use. (Id. at §11). As such, MLC could not

and did not act as an agent of Secretary of State Steelman, Steelman for Senate, or aay other
federal candidate or campaign committee in facilitating the' making of specific independent
expenditures by NONPAC. (Id. at 114). In light of the above facts, there is absolutely no basis.
upon which to assert that MLC has violated 11 C.FR. § 300.61 by working as an agent of a
federal candidate or campaign committee to help such an individual or entity exercise indirect
control over non-federal funds in connection with a federal election.

The overall hollowness of Complainant’s coordination allegation against MLC. is
likewise corifirmed by the fact that MLC has never indirectly solicited, directed, hansferredi
spent or disbursed non-federal funds in connection with a federal ef_l‘ecti_'_on while acting on béhalf
of a federal candidate or campaign committee. Despite the accusations articulated in the
Complsint, MLC has never engaged ia any of the aforementioned activities involving non-
federal funds while coordinating such conduct with a federal candidate, federal campaugn
committee, or any agents thereof. For example, in no way was MLC’s $25,000 contribution to
NONPAC made in cooperation,. consultation er concert with, or at the requést or suggestion. of,
Secretary of State Steelman, Steelman ‘for Senate, or any agents or intermediaries thereof

(including Speaker Tilley). (EXHIBIT #1, §11). Likewise, in no way was MLC’s NONPAC

-18-
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contribution made at the behest of FOT and/or Speaker Tilley for. the benefit of Secretary of
State Steelman, Steelman for Senate, or any other federal candidate or tampaign commitiee.
(EXHIBIT #1, §11-13). Nor did MLC (independently or at the direction of another party)
facilitate the making of specific independent expenditures by NONPAC by earma‘rki—x;g or
channeling its $25,000 contribution for a particular use. (Id. at §11). As such, it cannot be said
that MLC :acted on behalf of ‘Sccretary of State Steelmian; Steelman for Senate, or any agents or
intermediaries thereof by seeking to cdordinate NONPAC’s mdépendent expenditure
communicatiens. (Id. at:§14). In light of the above facts, there is absolutely no basis upon which
to assert that MLC has violated 11 C.F.R. § 300.6} by werking on behslf of or coordinating with
a federal candidate or campaign committee to help such an individual or entity exercise indirect
control over non-federal funds in connection with a federal élection.

In sum, the present Complajnt fails to present any :reasonable evidence to: support the .
allegation that MLC aided Secretary of State Steelman or Steelman for Senate in the impropér

exercise of control over non-federal funds in connection with a federal election. Specifically,

there is ahsglutely no reason for the Commission to lend any credence to the present allegation

raised against Respondent — it is nothing more than wild conjecture on the part of the

Complainant and should be summarily dismissed.
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L C'onclu'sion.

As the information -centained within this Response clearly sets forth MLC has done
nothing to run afoul of the legal requirements of the Act and its assocxated regulations, Rather, it
is quite apparent that the Respondent has always taken great pains to ensure thaf it is in full
compliance with relevant campaign financé laws at both the state and federal level. (EXHIBIT
#1, 92). As a result, the Commission should sammarily dismiss the present Complaint against,
MLC and find that there is no reason to believe that Resporident has violated ahy of the statutory
or regulatory provisioms identified by the Complainant. br addition, given that the Complaint’s.
allegations amount to nothing mare than baseless conjecture, MLC hereby respectfully requests
that the Commission issue an Order obligating the Complainant to reimburse MLC for the

attorneys’ fees it has incurred in developing the present Response.

-20-




130443332436

Respectfully Submitted,

Stefan C. Péassantino-
MeKetina Long & Aldridge LLP
1900 K Strést, NW

Washington, DC 20006
Telephone: (202) 496-7138

Fax: (202) 496-7756

Designated Counsel for
Missouri Leadership Committee
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2. FULL NANE OF COMMITTEE ~ -
| Mo LEADERSHIP couu:t'r'rm

5. COMMITTEE muue ADDRESS

Missouri Ethics Commission

COMMITTEE DISCLOSURE REPORT COVER:PAGE

-|OFFICE USE ONLY

| 771672012

M.EC. ID NO. C061401
INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE _

222 WEST COLUMBIA. STREE'I'

civy I STATE TZP
FARMINGTON MO 63640

573 756-5014

4-COMMITTEE TELEPHONE NUMBER

5. TREASURERSNAME

TOM BURCHAM

8. TREASURER'S MAILING ADDRESS
222 WEST COLUMBIA STREET

T7- TREASURER'S TELEPFONE NUMBER
i} ROME: 573 760-1906 '

FRNRINGTON MO. 63640

{.wom: 573 756-5014

[ooeruTY TREASURER'S MAILING ADDRESS

ICITY I STATE /ZIP

11. DATE OF ELECTION

12.TYPE OF ELECTION ( .GHECR ONE)

w
b m

"T70. DEPUTY TREASURER'S TELEPHONE NUMBER |

O PRIMARY

Q:GE_NERAL O SPECIAL

{13-TIME PERIOD COVERED BY THIS STATEMENT
' FROW 4/1/2012

|74 CANDIDATE COMMITTEES ONLY: LIST CANDIDATE'S NAME,
ADDRESS; PHONE. OFFICE SOUGHT, POLITICAL SUBDIVISION AND
[poLmicaL pARTY

[CJcHECK IF INcUMBENT

[Jrepuetican  [Joemocrar [ __

TRROUGH 6/307/2012

L T R g

[Jiis10AYS AFTER CAUCUS NOMINATION
] COMMITTEE QUARTERLY REPORT P
Jul 15

[Juans  [Japris

[Jspavs BEFORE
" [Ja0 DAYS AFTER ELECTION
- []TERMINATION (ATTAGH FORM CO-3)

- []SEMIANNUAL DEBT REPORT
.. Jan'ts [ Jour1s
- [CJANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL, JAN 16

| [J1eoavsaFter PETITION DEAGLINE
[Jowrer
| CJamenoing PREVIOUS REPORT DATED

Toct1s

¥ .. L. . - -

18, COMMITTEE TREASURER'S. SIGNATURE
| CERTIFY THAT THIS REPORT, COMPRISED OF THIS COVER

PAGE AND ALL ATTACHED FORMS, IS COMPLETE, TRUE AND
ACCURATE.

ELBCTRONIC.\LLY !'ILED Jul 16 2012 1:S7EM

T7. CANDIDATE'S SIGNATURE { CANDIDATE COMMITTEES ONLY ) ~
| CERTIFYTHAT THIS REPORT, COMPRISED OF THIS COVER:
PAGE AND.ALL ATTACHED FORMS, S COMPLETE, TRUE AND
ACCURATE.

ELECTRONICALLY FILED Jul 162012 1:/57eM

TREASUFIER'S SIGNATURE

cANBIUATEIs SFaNATURE i

Mo 300-1310 @ 0-06)

CO Covet Page
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. Missouri Ethics Commission
" REPORT SUMMARY
Instructions on Reverse Side

[Name of Commitioa

I'MO LEADERSHIP
COMMITTEE -

~Date o Report,

7/16/:

2012}

Recolpts

A. This Period

T©. This Calendar Yr ||

-or Election Cycle |

Previously Repomd

“Satementof

Gice Usé Oy |

“[& Al Monetary-Contributions Received
This Period

}$181,561.42

|~ AllLeans Resalved This Period

-Flnanclal Condltlon

e

Money On Hand

Miscellansaus Ressipts Thiy Pusiod

- ~ (Sum 2A + 3A +4A)

- Subtotal Monetary Recelpts Thid Period| ~~ =~~~
S . 2.85.4

[ __and all otter lnvemann)

in. dibécltiny mh nvmgs t-:cnunh $

. In-Kind Canfributians Rooew Th=
Period . |

T Total All Rocipts This Period (um BA
. +6A)

+ . 0.00 }

Monetary. Ratalpto o Perisd
(Frori {tem-5-- this page).

2.85 |

I8 Totai Ait R&olm This Elceﬂon (Sum
: 1B + 7A) .

Expondltum o

A ThisPerod |,

5. Monetary DiSburscments Mada Tra

] b) Disbusesments By Cash $._

Period (Sum 18:716A + 23)

a Disburssmienis By. Check's 38: 653 38- |
D_-OO._ :

38,653.38

P Total Expenditorss for i elecion
i previously reported

10, Expenditures mads by cash or check
his:period

{$  653.38

~ ' Moriey Off Hind atNe close:of this:

reporting. perfod. 'S
(GUM 24.+ 25 - 26) ¥

1. -
. In=Kirnd Expanditares mada this period

A s . 0.00 }

12. Experuitures.-mcufreurthis pirioy (not
including towns) including payments
made by credit card (lina 17 CD3)

|+ 0.00

Indebtndness

1. Total M‘fumnd'i'ﬁmajmdo thm period
(Sum 10A +'11A + 12A) Including

CD3)

payments imde by Credit Card (ine 17 |-

4. Total’ 'E'iblliiillﬁm Titis Election:
I (Sum 88 +13A) , .

contrlhutlons uado

A. This Pericd

1 boglnnlnq ‘ot this pulod

'Oumandlng indebtedness ai the 5

‘Loans Recelved This Periad 1+

0.00 |

TE. Totl Coniribwlions Made:For This
Election Previously Reported

$409, 000, ab-‘“f:

" All Contributions-Made This Period  |A'

38,000.00

(25A or 25B.0f €D3) B

000 ]

<= Credlt Ca

17. All-in-Kind Contribuiions Made This
Padod

=)

+ .0.00

0. A New Expel
¢ ard(Line.17 EO3)

4= CashICheck e - Now conhbmums Mado by CNdit ...

naitLres incurred. Thia: .
‘Period: (Indudo ‘payménts by: Credit: |+

6.90 1

000 |

18. Total Gonﬁbuﬂom Mldo Thils Pedod

$ 38,000.00

Payménts Mate en Losns This Perivd |~

0.00 |

[ Yomi AN Gerartbustons Made This;
. Elietlon (Sum 158.+ 10A)

ethor Dlsbunomants

A. This Period

A —————1 -Debt Forgiven on Loans This Perlod : |-
1 'B. This Calendar Y : C :

o.oqﬁ

. Funis Usad For Payhg Lﬁanl This
Period lm:ludlng Credit Card Payments

+ 0.00 |

©or:Election Cycle. .|

- Payments This Period:on Piiév Reportod
Expend Incurred (Pald by cuwcmk Onm

g Plymenh Mldo Th!s Periodion

Expenditures: Incurred In Prcvloug A.
Period (Pald ‘by.Cash/Check Only) a
(Line 21 this pago) 1

000

22, Any Miscellaneous Disbursement Not
Reported Elsewhere.

| L 0.00 71

- Total Other Dilbummentl This Perlod
(Sum 20A # 21A+ 22A)

$ 0.00 |

Total Indébtednass-at tho Glon of kR
This Reporting:Peilod (Sum 28:+ 29 +'
30A.+30B-31-32- 33)

0.00

MO 300-1311 (1-11).
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[7. “NAME OF COMMITTEE

MISSQURI ETHICS COMMISSION

2} CONTRIBUTIONS AND LOANS RECEIVED
5 INSTRUCTIONS QN RE\ERSE SIDE

MO LEADERSHIP COMMITTEE

2. REFORT DATE

[OFFicEGsSEORLY .}

7/16/2012

A. ITEMIZED CONTRIBUTIONS. REUETFED
FROM COMMITTEES REGARDLESS OF THE AMOUNT, OR FROM PERSONS GIVING

1 MORE THAN 3100 TO A CGMMITTEE

4. DATE RECENVED

__.DATE

“AGGREGATETO

™. AMOUNT RECENED |

(CHECKIF
'MONETARY
..__ORIN-KIND)

ADDRESS:

s

3 MONETARY:
I Y

$

MO.NE-TARY
1. CJ-kND.

ADDRESS:

Jerry 1 statE:
JEMPLOYER:
18 COMMITTEE:

$

[C]-MONETARY
T NIND

|NAME

JADDRESS:
JCITY 1 STATE:

EMPLOVER:
L] cCommITTEE:

I s

] MoNETARY

NAME:

ADDRESS:

CITY / STATE:
EMPLOYER:

'] cOMMITTEE:

| r___l:j IN:KIND

_$=

] MONETARY
. INKIND

IB SUBTOTAI. ITEMIZED CONTRlBUﬂONS THIS P'_ E (

7. SUBTOTAL: ITEMIZED CONTRIBUTIONS ANY AITA

8. TOTAL; lTEML

o. AMOUNT OF i

..0 0_0

AMOU NT

.. RECEIVED.

14. TOTAL. IN-IGND cou'rmaunaus c

[c Tosms REcEVED. - CoT
18. NAMEANBADDRESSOFLENDER o

15 DATE

A Z TP E—
ADDRESE:
CITY/STATE: _ ..

ReceNep | TR

NAME:
ADDRESS:
CITY 1.STATE:

18. SUATOTAL: LOANS THIS PAGE (SUM COLUMN 17)

19. SUBTOTAL: LOANS FROM ANY ATTACHED PAGES |

120. T'OTA'L:i"ILUﬁN_"S'Tl'-II_Q'PERIOD' (SUM 18 +19)

. 2i TOTAL' ALL IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS (SUM® 10-+ 14)

22 TOTAL. ALL MONETARY GONTRIBUTIONS (SUM 9; 11 12 & 13)

ot B myas e e,
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|A ‘Expenditurés of-

{city /1.State:

MISSOURI ETHICS COMMISSION

EXPENDITURES AND CONTRIBUTIONS MADE.
instructions on. Rome Side

1. Name of Cnmmlltea
MO LEADERSAIP COMMITTEE

2. ReporDate’

).of Legs" hy Category
(I.hl Payments to campalw Wom in s.ulon B Below):

| 771672012

4. Arnount Paid o thcuived:

ThilParioe:

. CalgowofExpanduure__ i,

'6 Ssabiot.al ~Norvlfemized .Expenmnam Any Aﬂache.t.i F...a.ees-

7. Total: Nori-ltemiized Expenditures. This Period.(Sum 5 + 6)

B. itemized Expenditures All Over $100
And All Payments To Czmpaign Workers
8. Name and Addmn 'of Recipient

8. Date:

" 10. Pulpon (lf
1 Puymontwutol

c.mpﬂhnWom.r Show |
o AQGregate Paid) _

Name: CROUCE FARLEY & HEURING PC

Mam": PO BOX 599

. FARMINGTON MO 63640 ] 4/16/2012
Clty { State; g

"XCCOUNTING

:: 11, Amount This Perfod |
j_ i

18
m Pald

506.57 |

Name: '
(Address:
City./ State:

Name:
Address: -

12. Subtotal ~This Page(Sum Column 11)

13. Subtotal: Any Atached Pages

{14 Totat: Wamized Expenditures Tris Period (Sum 12.+13)

18. Totil: Monetary Expentitussl: This Period (Sum 7 + 14)

18. Amourit bf. Lirie 15 Above which was Pald Out This Perlod

117. Amount of Line 15 Whlch Ware Expendltum Inciimed This Paliod lndudlng Paymonu Mad

18. If Committee Made-Any. In-Kirid Expénditures This. Perlod""i.iif'ﬁiidunt

- 19 'Funda Used For Paying Loana/Crédh Cariis This Périod (Atiach Farn G518 iiouni gosa to Line

3oTrﬂiuﬂons Made (Regardiess: 97 Amount),
20 Name.arxd Address of candldate or 00mmlttoo

INeme:

Address: View Supplemental Form(s)

|ciy 1 State:

Name:

Address:
City / State:

‘INarmve:

Altidmss:
City / Sitate:

23, ‘Subtotal: This Page (Sum Column 22)

" 0.80)

24. Subtotsl: Any Attached Pages

38, ooo 00|

25. Totalk: Monstary.Contr'ibutlom Mide This Period

26. If commlttee Mhde 'Any Loans” Thli PGI‘IOd ;Amount

' 38 ooo 00

.0.00

2. Total AII Monela'ty Contributlona am! Loam Made Thls Peﬂod (Sum 25 ¥ 25)
28: Total: m-xlnd cmmbuuom Made This Petiod, List Amoum S :

" 38, 000.00 |
0.00}
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. MISSOURI.ETHICS COMMISSION
’ CONTRIBUﬂON8 IIADE SUPPLEMENTAL FORM

[eFFicEusEOMY

|NAME OF COMM“TEE
, MO LEADERSHIP COIMITTEB

—DATE

NAIIE AND ADDREIB OF. CANDIDATE OR! COMMITI'EE

/1672012

NAME: -~ pRIENDS OF JASON .SMITH

5/29/2012

$ 2,500,007,

[errvastare:

aDDRESS: 301 S JACKSON 7] MoNETARY

CITY./ STATE: SALEM MO 635560 D INAIND -

NAME:  HOLSMAN FOR MISSOURI N $ . 5,000.00}

ADDRESs: PO BOX 480.572- 5/29/2012 [Z] MONETARY '

CITY [ STATE: KANSAS CITY MO 64145 | D IN-KIND

{NAME: ' NoW OR NEVER PAC $ 25,000.00 |
4131 N 4

ADDRESS: sTE 2";0"“!'““! oR 5/29/2012 [#] MONETARY

v/ sIAIE:-KANSAs CITY MO 64116 IDOwewo. |

NAME: 8T FRANCOIS CO. REPUBLICAN. CENTRAL COMMITTEE 1% 500.00
00 N § : X . .

ACDRESS: stz 400 6/15/2012 | 47] MONETARY

lorr rsmare: FARMINGTON MO 63640 _ T maoe

NamE: CITIZENS TO ELECT JAMILAH NASHEED $ 5,000.00

aDDRess: 4710 LEE AVE 6/27/2012 {[/”] MONETARY

oy ss7aze; ST LOUIS MO 63115 10 wiwo

|NAME: $

|ADDRESS: 1] moNETARY

[cITY 1 STATE: T winp

INamE: ‘I$

ADDRESS: '] MoNETARY

CITY I STATE: ‘1] iN-kiND-

NAME: $

ADDRESS: 1] moneTary

10 inamo

NAME: 1s

ADDRESS: '] moNETARY

CITY / STATE: [ n-inD

NAME: $

ADDRESS: (] moNeTARY

CITY ISTATE: ) I:’_'I IN-KIND

TBTAL. ITENIZED GONTRIBUTIONS MADE THIS PAGE. ) :
lcm'“’ Yol “'E" ” TOTAL: ANY ATTACHED PAGES" ONFORMCD-3) $ Rl |

(10-06) " ST FORMCD 3:SUPC
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Missouri Ethics Commission L A
ADDENDUM STATEMENT MEC. D NO. e

INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE __

TN

- PURPOSE Form Mdandum nhodd be usad 1or oxplanatlon ouny additional Informnﬂon nudld fo eompl.h an aecunto IIIIng of thil roport.

5 | Mis'ce.l.l-a-neou-s R:e.ce ipt:

- Interest earned on Money Market Account, $1.05 paid 4/20/12, i
- $0.91 paid 5/21/12, $0.89 paid 6/26/2012.

Amount: 2.85

MO 300-1325 (10-08) | ' ' — T ADDENDUMSTMT
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2 FULL NAME OF CWMITTEE

. 3 DOMMITTEE 'MAILING ADDRBSS

r* 8. TREASURER'S MAILING ADDRESS
i} 222. WEST COLUMBIA STREET

[CivTSTATEIZIP

9. DEPUTY TREASURER'S MAILING ADDRESS

Missouri Ethics Commission.
COMMITTEE DISCLOSURE REPORT COVER PAGE

mec.iDNo. S0

c061401

1 97672012

MO LEADERSHIP COMMITTEE

222 WEST COLUMBIA STREET

Gy STATET 2P
FARMINGTON MO 63640

T4. COMMITTEE TELEPHONE NUMBER

573 7156-5014

Is 5. TREASURER'S NAME

TOM BURCHAM

FARMINGTON MO 63640

-:h TREASURER'S TELEPHONE NUMBER ST
HOME: 573 760-1906

|work: 573 756-s014

[8. DEPUTY TREASURER'S NAME __ RZJCHECK IF NO DEPUTY TREASURER

CAY/STATE/ ZIP

11. DATE QF ELECTION T 7T |42, TYPE OF ELECTION (CHECK ONE)

170, DEPUTY TREASURER'S TELEFHONE NUMBER
HOME:

-] WORK:

(73, TWIE PERIOD COVERED BY THIS STATEMENT —~ ~ — ™

ADDRESS, PHONE, OFFICE SOUGHT, POLITICAL SUBDIVISION AND'

[JeHeck1F NncumBENT . [Jomer

[Jrepusucan  [Joemocrar  [:

8/7/2012 (o] PRIMARY

[7%. CANDIDATE COMMITTEESONLY: LiST CANDIDATE S NAME, 16, TYPE OF REPORT

FHDM 1/1/2012 THROUGH 9/1,/2012

Q GENERAL O SPECIAL

[POLITICAL PARTY | []15 DAYS AFTER CAUCUS NOMINATION

- (] CoMMITEEE QUARTERLY REPORT
: [Jaan1s
. [[}8 DAYS:BEFORE

- /|30 DAYS AETER ELECTION
" [JTERMINATION (ATTACH FORM CO-3)

] SEMIANNUAL DEBT REPORT
| Juan1s
| [CJANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL, JAN 15

- [[J150AYS AFTER PETITION DEADLINE

[CJAmMENDING PREVIOUS REPORT DATED

Jaer1s. [Juu1s  [IOetis

TJours

ELECTRONICALLY FILED Sep 6 2012 2:27pM

16. COMMITTEE TREASURER'S SIGNATURE "[17-CANDIDATE'S SIGNATURE ((CANDIDATE:COMMMTTEES ONLY. )
| CERTIFY THAT THIS.REPORT; COMPRISED OF THIS COVER . | CERTIFY THAT THIS REPORT, COMPRISED 'OF THIS COVER.
PAGE AND ALL ATTACHED FORMS, IS COMPLETE, TRUE AND. PAGEAND ALL ATTACHED. FORMS, IS COMPLETE; TRUE AND
ACCURATE. ACCURATE.

ELECTRONICALLY E‘ILBD Sep 6" 2012 2 27PH

TREASURER'S S"IGNA_'_I’URE i i S CANBIDATE‘S SIG'NATURE

MO 300-1310°(10-06)

. hiesiiziiics

CD-Cover Page




12844333446

Missouri Ethics Commission
- REPORT SUMMARY
instructiona on Reverse Side

Name of Commities.

MO LEADERSHIP
| coMMITTEE

TOate of Report

19/6/2012]

Recelpts

A. This Period

i}e. Thls CalendnrYr o

or: Elocﬂon cydo :

e

. 1 Tols! Recelpts For’ Thll ‘Election

Prevlouuly Reported

ls omo?_'...m.

Beglnning and Ending.
Flnancla Co

Statement of .

ndition N

Tthoﬂod

$ 0.00

All Loans Randived This Period

0.00 |

i

I,Io_n_ly' On Hand

Misusllersous Receipts This Perlod

.82.

" Subtotsl Monetary Receipis This,Peridd
(Sum2A+3A +4A)

.82:] =

" Momy On. Hnnd -t m. boglnn -
this réportiiig périod (Including funds

n:depoxifbry,-cash,

savings accounts $.88,096.87

.+Nww¢w@ww@m@m_
ety ’

8. inkind Contributinss Receivad This - . i

. Period A+. 000 ... . MnnotlranulphthllPﬂded + O 82

7 'Toummmlpumbpanod(summ o S D * (From item 5 - this page) U4
_toA $ 0.82 | -

Totat All Recelpts THIs Election (Sum’
BTA)

Expenditures

—

A This Period

© 7 7 |2 Monetary Disbursements Made This
$. . .. 0.82]
~=| "8, This.Gajendar Yr

_or Election Cycle .

Periad (Sum 10+ 1

A)Dbbumnuﬂvchodt!“"“ e |
b Dhbummonhaycuh S

eA+23) < 76,745.88

000

B Total Expenditures for this elaction.
previously reported

10. Expenditures made by cash or check

thh perlod

s _345.88

- _.°--:.°.-° .

Monly On Hand at‘
reporting périod
(SUM 24 + 25 - 26)

the.close of lhls

l$11,351.81

" in-Kind Itures riiade this perlod | _
n-iKind Expenditurns riiads this pe |

[T Experditure Incurrsd this perioe (nol
including ioans) including payrents
made by credit card (liie. 17 CD3)

+ 0.00

13. Total All expentitures mmada this period

{Sum 10A + 11A + 12A) Including
CD3)

paymients mmade by Credit Card (lirre 17 |;

$345.88 1|

~Izs.

Outstanding indebtednass. at the 1s
. boglnnlng of this period v

0..:'00'_

Total Expenditures This Election
(SUM®B + 13A)

s .. 3as.88)

cmmﬁlnm Mads

A. This Period

"[ B. ThisCalendar Y7 ||

Loans Received Tlila'Pérind ™+

0.00

1. Tohl Conmbutlom Mado For This

Elem: Plevlmsly unmeo

.| . orEleclion:Cycle I

;! A.' NW Expenﬂltilmp Inﬁunﬁd Thls .

i3

Al Contrlbutlom Made This Period :|A "

Period ude plymenu byCtedit |+
o 1G i'

(264 0r 268 of CD3) I

Period

Al 7 dind Contrbations Made This |

‘B, Mléw Contributions Made by Credit [},
.c-rd([flnezsacoa) R, N

18: Totsl Contributions Made This Period

(Sum 16A + 17A)

$ 36,400.00

Payments Mag.on-Loans This Period |

0.00 |

0.00{

. Total All sommmii- Wads This

, =
§ 36, 400,00 |

Othor Dlsbursomonb

A. This Period

S—————————
| 5. This Calondarr |

Debt Forgiven on L.

oans This Period |-

|2 Funds Usad For Peyig Eoans Thia
Perlod including Credit Card' Paymants

or.Election Cycle

+ 0.00 |

3" Paymaite This Poricd 64 Prov Repiodted
J- Exnend Incurred {Paid by Cash/Chack On)

]+«  0.00]

Payments Made This Period on

Experidifures Incurred.in Previous .|
Poriod (Pald by.Cash/Check Only) ol
(le 2F u-n; plgn) ]

O ()0

'o.i.oof-'

22. Any Miscelianecus, Disbursement Not
Reported.Elsewlism

+ 40,000.00.

rﬁ 23. Total Other Disbursements Thls Peried |
(Sum 20A +-21A + 22A)

¢ 40,000.00

Tolll Indobtadnlu
This Reéporting Perl

30A + 308 - 31 - 32- 83)

:.:e";:.:‘:“;:‘:;. 5 0.00

MO 300:1311 (1-11)

CD Summary i
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r- "Nm—e QF com" MITTEE -
‘|A. TEMIZED:CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED
I more THAN $100 TO A COMMITTEE.

‘|EMPLOYER:

' CITVISTATE

14. TOTAL IN-KIND COI!II'RIBU'NDNS RECEIVED FROM PERSONS (NOT GOMMI'ITEES) GMNG 8100 QR LESS

) ADDRESS.

MISSOURI ETHICS COMMISSION
CONTRIBUTIONS AND LOANS RECEIVED
INSTRUCTIONS. ON REVERSE SIDE

[oFRcEUsEOMY |

T2 REPORT DATE
9/ 6‘;/'2=I)-1:2' B

MO LEADNRSHIP COMMITTEE

AGGREGATE TQ

* FROM COMMITTEES REGARDLESS OF THE AMOUNT; OR FROM PERSONS GIVING:

_ DATE

i|5.. AMOUNT RECEIVED '
(CHECKIF ~

MONETARY

ORINMND)

leiry 1 sTATE:

| s

5. MONETARY

‘T commiree: _ e N $

EMPLOYER:
IJ COMMITTEE:

s

- _LJ'iNdaND . ]

(] MONETARY
LlingiNp, .. I

$
] MONETARY

Is

L] iNxiND_

$

(] MONETARY

8. SUBTOTAL ITEMIZED OONTRIBUTIONS THIS PAGE (SUM COLUMN 5)

0,00 |

7. SUBTOTAL ITEMIZED GONTRIBUTIONS AN¥ ATTACHED PAGES

$ _ 0.00 |

8. TOTAI.' ITEMIZED‘CONTRIBUTIONS THIS PERIOD (SUM 8+ 7)

$
o
$ 0,00
$

s, uomrsmzsb éou‘rmsimbis Iizcewso
.. (LIST.BY.CATEGORY, NOT BY. INDMDUAI. ceumlsuﬂong)

~ANOURT
. REGEVED: .

0..00 |

12. TOTAL ANONYMOUS CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED FROM PERSON GIVING 325 OR LESS

|13. TOTAL MONETARY-CONTRIBUTIONS RECELV ) FROM PERSONS GIVING $100 OR I.ESS

0.00 |

9% 99 T[]

. 0.00 |

G, LOWNS REQEIVED, 16,
|15. NAME AND AnoREss OF LENDER _

"0F MORE THAN $100

|CITY I STATE: .

ls

ATVACH:CD-1B) 4

NAME:
ADDRESS:
CITY /' STATE:

1a 'suaTo"m_ LOANS TH‘ls PAGE‘tsuu COLUMN 17)

120. TOTAI.. LOANS THIS PERIOD (SUM 18 + 19)

21. TOTAL ALL IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS (V) 10+ 14)°

0400

22. TOTALY ALL MONETARV.GONTRIBUTIONS (SUM B, 11, 12813~~~ " ~. 7

231 ONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS & LOANS RECEIVED REQUIRING A REGORD GF NAME & ADDRESS’(SUM 9 13 & 20)

maaammw‘
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MISSOURI ETHICS COMMISSION

:% EXPENDITURES AND CONTRIBUTIONS MADE
" Instructions on Reverse sm

! ‘l- a‘:z\
1 Name ‘of Committee
MO LEADERSHIP COMMITTEE

[OFea e Gty

T2. Report Date

Ekpdndltures ‘of $100-0r Loss _by Cahgory
(List Paymcnu to. campalgn Worhu n: !oetlon B Below)

8/ 672012

4. Anigunt:Pali br Incuméd |

5. Subtotal; Non-temized B Expendnum This Page (Sum Column 4)

.3 Category of Expandlture e ‘Thia-Period :
_Z_!L_DVERTISING 96 00.
POSTAGE 3;;. 48

[ Subtotal: Non-itemized Expenditiires: Any. Attached Pages _

{7 Totak_Nor:ltsmized Expenditures This Period{Sum & + §)

B. ltemized Expenditures Al Gver $100 10 Purposs -t [
And’All Paymverite To Campalign Worlun 9. Date : c.m:o s.I'ww

|8. Name and Addrese-of Reciplent [ Aggregate Paid) 1 _ :

:Name g;;qgg: gggmy & HSURING 2C ‘ “.AC'CGUNTING EEES. ?Zl .

Address: ) 3 o 8/9/2012 : . Pald 216.40:

City / State; FARMINGTON MO s““.): 2] incurred :

|Name: $

Address:

City/State: Q@ -}

Name:.

|Address:

City / State:

12.. Subtotal: This Page(Sum Column 11) o

‘|Address: ]

'|Name:
‘'|Address:

{13. Subtotal: Any-Attached Pages

i |

.

14. Totaf: Itemized Expenditures This Period: (Sum 12+13)

18. Totalk: Mbnetary Expenultum This Peilod (Sum 7 + 14)

146 Ameunt.of Line 15 Above which wirs. Paid Out This Périod

17. Amount: of Llno 15 Whlch Ware Expendlh:m IncUrrod Thla Peﬂod lndudlng Paymenu Mado by'

18. It Committee:Mads Any in-Kirid Expenditures. This: Porlod tst Amount

|19. Fynds Used For Paying.Loaiis/Cradit Cards; Thi Period (Amach Form cma amoun 'g" m Line

g2

C. Contributions Made (Regardiess of Amount)
) 20 Name. and Addreas of candldate or commMea

21 Dah b

{Name: CITIZENS FOR LARGENT
213 WEST LEONA

7./31/2012

Rac
PO BOX 1313
City./ State; JEFFERSON CITY MO 65102

fer16/2012

Namae:
Address:
CIty / State:

23. Subtotal: 'I'hh Page: ("h.lmColumn 22)

24 Sub‘bwl AnyAuachod Pages

0.00 |

25, Total; Monetary Contributions Made This Period

26. If Comnnittee Mide Any Loans This Pariod, Liat Amount

JA By Casn / Chock_

36,400, 00

B: By CreditCard

40, 000 00 |

27. Total: Al Moneary Contriiutions and Loam Made This Period (Sum 26 + 26)

" 76, 400 00|

28 Total: In-Ktnd Contﬂbullom Made This Pedod List Amount

$

$

S

$ ... . .0.00]
$

$

$

0, eo"




Missouri Ethics Commission wecono | CO61401
ADDERDUM STATEMENT : sl

INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE

13044333449

PURPOSE Fotm Mdandlim lhould be: uud for: oxplanlllon of any additiona) Inhnnatlon moded to- wmpleh an- lecuralp flinu of thls mport.

Mlscellaneous Recelpt'
| Interest earned on depository account.

aAmount: 0.82

Loans Made:

LOAN MADE TO FRIENDS OF PETER KINDER, PO BOX 712, JEFFERSON
"CITY, MO 65102. NO INTEREST. LOAN MADE 7/31/2012. REPAYMENT
| SCHEDULE--TO BE REPAID AS FUNDS ARE AVAILABLE.

Amount: 40000.00

Miscellaneous Disbursment:
LOAN TO FRIENDS OF PETER KIND,ER,. PO BOX 712, JEFFERSON CITY MO.

. Amount: 40000.00

MO 300-1325 (10-08) ' ' ' "~ ADDENDUM STMT



